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60 IOWA SCIENCE TEACHERS' JOURNAL 
CHEM STUDY IN IOWA SCHOOLS 
-A Panel Discussion 
One of the largest turnouts for a sectional meeting in several years 
showed a great deal of interest in the discussion of the Chem Study program 
in Iowa. Dr. Joe Danforth, Grinnell College~ provided the initial spark by 
discussing the view of his department. He suggested that while statistics 
are not available to show that Chem Study students do better in college 
freshmen chemistry than traditional students, present indications are that 
colleges are moving toward Chem Study or its equivalent. He favored the 
program and suggested that it provided a very strong background in theory 
and in the development of modern scientific thought. He recommended the 
program for all high school students, terminal or college bound. He empha-
sized that Chem Study is considered by the NSF to be an established cur-
ricular offering and is one of the more secure programs of instruction at 
the present time. 
Mr. Paul Tweeten, Science Consultant for the State Department of 
Public Instruction, gave an interesting discussion of the involvement of 
Iowa Schools in the program. He suggested that 10% of the students enroll-
ed in Chemistry are now taking Chem Study. Present statistics substantiate 
a shift toward Chem Study. There are no indications that any of the schools 
that have adopted it have abandoned it. Mr. Tweeten compared our offer-
ing in the state to Wisconsin's. He finds that 20% of Wisconsin students are 
in Chems. 
Mr. Carl Gochnauer, science instructor, Lake Park Community School 
district compared the Chems and CBA offerings. He brought out the fact 
that Chems is considered to be somewhat less rigorous and therefore per-
haps more appropriate for high school students . The conclusion was that 
both are concerned with an experimental base for learning and they both 
deserve attention. He suggested that reasons for reticence on the part of 
teachers might be related to: a) an already sufficient exposure to "New" 
programs, b) lack of background on the part of the instructors, c) ignorance 
on the part of the instructor of the program's possibilities. d) lack of time 
to prepare for the laboratory oriented course in the smaller high school, 
e) a feeling that the students cannot handle the materials in Chem Study. 
Mr. James Leith, Science Director, Spencer Community Schools, 
dealt with reasons for giving careful consideration before adoption of 
Chems: 
a) An adoption of Chems m,ay represent a move away from an in-
tegrated or unified approach to teaching of science. Perhaps 
science is already dissected too much and instructors may well 
be doing more of this by emphasizing a course such as Chems 
which may be considered to be strictly Chemistry. 
b) Instructors may be concerned about the fact that we are boring 
the student with year after year concern for the methods of 
science. Perhaps we are not giving them enough content. The 
black box may be seen so many times that it loses whatever value 
it may have for students. 
c) The program in the school must be enriched and strengthened 
at a lower level before the "beefed up" courses are adopted at 
the higher level. It will come as quite a shock to a student who 
has been in descriptive courses for most of his academic career 
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to be immersed in a course such as Chem Study without prior 
sensitivity. 
d) Chem Study may not serve the purposes of the student who is 
to become a technician. We may not be providing this student 
with the tools they need. Perhaps traditional chemistry does this 
more adequately without injuring the potential scientist. 
e) Traditional Chemistry has fulfilled the needs of students in the 
past. There is no firm evidence that it is not doing this now or 
that it will not do this in the future. At any event the materials 
presented in Chems seem to be the same that are presented in 
any good traditional course. 
Generally it was brought out that the new instructor in Chems will 
have to learn his procedures by teaching the course. The teacher's manual 
helps a great deal. It is less costly than chemistry . It is generally safer than 
chemistry. It covers the same materials as traditional chemistry. General 
sentiment seems to support the movement toward this program and there 
seems to be no real reason for not supporting it, except that present offer-
ings, if they are sound, are doing the job for high school students. 
A REGIONAL BSCS CONFERENCE ... 
Plans are being formulated for a Regional Meeting of the National 
Association of Biology Teachers. Start thinking about the possibility of 
attending. Fall 1967, Omaha, Nebraska. 
B.S.C.S, Special Materials Briefing Session 
In-Science Training for BSCS Special Materials ... 
A program for in-service training in the use of B.S.C.S, Special Ma-
terials is to be offered. 
Date: January 7 through each consecutive Saturday to February 4, 
1967. 
Hours: 9:00 AM to 12:00- 1:00 PM to 4:00 PM 
Where: Roosevelt High School 
45th and Center 
Des Moines, Iowa 
Books: Provided by Holt, Rinehart and Winston (complimentary ) 
To enroll contact: 
Mr. Jack M. Koch 
611 Polk Blvd. 
Des Moines, Iowa 50312 
